Baltà, examines recent literature in the field of cultural governance, with particular emphasis on its implications for local cultural policies.
Introduction and Background
I n late 2011, the European Commission's Directorate-General for Education and Culture (dg eac) asked the European Expert Network on Culture (eenc) to prepare a literature review examining recent academic contributions to the concept of 'cultural governance'. The resulting document, written by Vesna Čopič and Andrej Srakar, was later used in the preparations for a conference entitled 'Cultural Governance in a Globalising World: Better Governance for the Cultural and Creative Sector', held in August 2012 under the Cypriot Presidency of the eU. One of the papers and reports regularly produced by the eenc at the request of dg eac in order to foster reflection on cultural policies, it was later published online.
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The aforementioned literature review analysed over 50 publications published between 2006 and 2011, examining the notion of cultural governance, its implications in cultural policy, relations with the creative sector, the governance of individual cultural institutions and a set of related issues, stressing the manifold uses and implications of the term. Building on that experience, a more specific analysis of cultural governance and its implications for cultural policy in cities has been prepared for this issue of Kult-ur. The article examines a selection of documents included in the previous literature review, with particular emphasis on those which help to further analyse the key terms and which have implications for cultural policy at a local level. In addition, some earlier or more recent references have been included, where they help to put reflections in context and connect them with other relevant contributions.
Conceptualisation of the Notion of Cultural Governance
Cultural governance is still a concept that defies precise definition and is not recognised as a distinguished research topic. If the term is defined as 'governance of culture' then, according to Čopič and Srakar (2012, 6) it is "composed of two sub-areas: (1) the new approaches to the formulation and 1. V. and A. Srakar (2012) : Cultural Governance: A Literature Review, eenc Paper, January 2012; available at <http://www.eenc.info/news/cultural-governance-literature-review/>.
ÀGORA implementation of sectorial cultural policy that are inspired by the interaction between the state, the civil society and the market; and (2) the improvements in the steering and supervision of cultural organisations that lead to efficiently-, expertly-, independently-and transparently-operating cultural organisations". If the conceptualisation of cultural governance takes into consideration the diverse meanings and the genealogy of the term 'culture' and the omnipresence of the term 'governance' in all development policies, then it requires a multidisciplinary approach to the syntax connecting a number of different theoretical areas, ranging from cultural studies to public administration, organisational theory, political science, economics and sociology. Ever since the 1990s the term 'governance' has navigated between the world of experts and academics, international organisations such as the World Bank and civil movements, all of them in search of alternative ways of arranging public affairs but not at all with the same notion in mind. Similarly the syntax 'cultural governance' calls for further clarification.
Thomas Schmitt deals with the concept of cultural governance from the perspective of sociologically-informed cultural studies (Schmitt, 2011) . 2 Schmitt steps beyond the epistemological boundary set by sociology, re-introducing hard-sociology into the field of cultural studies, more precisely by re-defining the concept of culture through Weber's age-old, a thousand-times-surpassed definition of culture (as production of sense and meaning); unsurprisingly, when this part comes to Adorno and Horkheimer's concept of cultural industry, the initial conceptualisation slowly loses its strength (ibid, 11-18) .
However it shows both the diversity of 'culture' terms and the decisive relationship of culture and society. Such broad significance of cultural phenomena leads to the question of transformation of cultural facts through social changes (including political, economic or technological influences) on the one hand and the question of influence of cultural phenomena on society as a whole and their functional sectors in particular, on the other. The initial concern with the concept of culture serves as a preliminary exploration of the concept of governance (ibid, 19-23) : despite the author's open aversion to post-structuralism it seems that the concept of governance, distinguished 2. This is a working paper, which was written as a work-in-progress as part of the author's doctoral thesis.
ÀGORA from government, functions as Foucault's concept of governmentality (1991), namely, the understanding of power as something that cannot be reduced to the pyramidal effect of official institutions and, quite the contrary, something that spreads throughout society and is dependent on everyone's involvement. Thus, when it finally comes to the concept at hand, namely, cultural governance, the main contribution is -apart from providing a résumé of existing theories of cultural governance -to forge a concept that allows us not only to see how power is shaping culture but, and most interestingly, how culture is shaping power. The specific concept of cultural governance is thus introduced as a research concept for the humanities and social sciences.
On the opposite side of the wide concept of cultural governance in the broader sense is a sectoral concept of cultural governance in a narrow sense, namely governance of culture understood as government cultural policy based on the relationship between culture and administration. Cultural governance could therefore be seen as a concept on the border of cultural policy and cultural management, therefore on the border of macro-and micro-oriented views. The latter also concerns the governance of cultural institutions which entails the direct and indirect involvement of government. Political interference through rules, structures and constitutions (in the sense of politics) and specific steering attempts (in the sense of policies) may endanger the anticipated autonomy of cultural institutions (aimed at protecting artistic integrity from political preferences). Incompatibilities could "lead to conflictive forms of cultural governance" (Schmitt, 2011: 49) . From this point of view the impact of the introduction of a doctrine of new public management (npm) on the governance of culture that is motivated by effectiveness and efficiency and results in a market logic in 'projectification' and shorter-term employment; new organisational forms, decentralisation, and fragmentation of control; frequent external audits etc., (Lindqvist, 2012) Even in the narrow sense cultural governance should be put in a broader political context referring to the burning issues of the modern world: legal-rational legitimacy monopolised by elected politicians in the post-national situation when states are no longer capable of coping with ever-growing social demands; the emergence of a civil vision of democracy based on the re-organisation of power (going beyond public consultation and deliberative democracy and denying parliamentarian democracy as an exclusive channel to policy decision-making); the shift from government to governance as "our joint and uneven terms of engagement with the complex field of economic, social, political and cultural power relations in which we are all 'stakeholders'" (Mercer, 2012) , the processes such as privatisation, decentralisation, incorporation etc., which do not only mean fragmentation of the decision-making systems but also the withdrawal of the state from the public sector and the emergence of new problems (environment, security, exclusion, etc.) which do not fit into sectorial policies. This selection of issues (some of which are cited by Weber and some added) requires the interaction between state, market and civil society.
When answering the question "How does society construct its own capacities to intervene in the essential problems identified?", Weber also stresses the importance of social and cultural capital in a learning society and the need for an ethical and systemic approach for sustainable development.
There is one aspect missing from this set of issues which deserves special mention, namely the creative industries discourse, since it represents the potential shift of the cultural policy paradigm without pointing it out. When the main justification for public funding of culture becomes the discourse of profit we need to be aware of the consequential marginalisation of the non-use values of culture 3 and other arguments that have so far been legitimising culture as a public good. In his last book, Dragan Klaić (2013) gave an in-depth clarification of the difference between public and commercial theatres, under-3. According to Frey and Pommerehne (1989) non-use values are existence, option, bequest, prestige and educational values.
lining the distinct virtues, values and benefits of public theatre. Blurring this distinction would deprive public theatre of its public mission and ultimately de-legitimise its claim to public support (ibid.: 3). The public character of culture, i.e., the public good rationale, is therefore another important viewpoint for the conceptualisation of cultural governance.
According to Weber another significant marker is hidden in the syntax of good governance through which in the 1990s the World Bank and some other international organisations started to stress the need for a new approach to the way in which public issues were governed. Within this syntax the term governance is highly judgemental, functioning as a benchmark with the application of certain standards (such as the rule of law, transparency, participatory development, democratisation, human rights, etc.).
When cultural policy becomes transversal and achieves coherence between actors and functions, then the cultural system participates through interactions with the 'production' of society. Speaking about strengthening culture as a public good, building capacities to foster better governance, managing cultural diversity and constructing of citizenship, promoting the participation of all stakeholders, reviving citizens' public spaces, fostering ethical challenges, involving public, economic and civil sectors in 'coproduction'
and consolidating through the respect of human rights, elaborated further in Weber's text, serves for the conceptualisation of cultural governance and could lead to cultural governance as a set of standards aimed at a new 'cultural contract'.
Current Trends in Cultural Governance
Our overview of current trends in cultural governance will focus on four main aspects of cultural governance which open new directions in terms of research as well as policy issues: (1) value-based governance; (2) independence from government funding and arm's length institutions; (3) impact of the current financial crisis; and (4) governance codes.
Value-based governance is a trend that relates to the inclusion of a specific sort of thinking linked to public economics in management, policy and governance aspects of culture. John Holden (2004; 2006) proposes that values can be Another important issue for cultural governance is the impact of the current financial crisis. In a recent paper, Čopič and colleagues claim that the crisis has had a mixed impact, being mostly visible at the level of state public funding and much less so at the level of local public funding (see Čopič et al., 2013) . In an earlier paper, Bonet and Donato argue that the crisis could be a great opportunity for a structural change in the cultural sector, at both the policy and the organisational levels (Bonet & Donato, 2011) . They clearly point to challenges of the crisis for both governance and management of cultural institutions and claim that "the crisis could be overcome only through a radical change in the current governance and management models" (ibid.: 8).
They furthermore claim that a change is called for "both at an institutional ÀGORA level (policy) and at an organizational level (management)" (ibid.: 9). They advocate a move from the micro-oriented perspective to a multi-scale approach based on cooperation networks. Finally, they outline some strategies for enhancing the governance and management models in the cultural sector, such as improving the decision-making process; stimulating organisations to cooperate with other subjects; addressing the on-going process of technological innovation using these innovations to develop new business models that could be shaped around market opportunities and challenges, as well as around people's expectations (ibid.: 9). Clearly, the problems of the financial crisis demand a revised perspective in the governance of cultural institutions, especially in the light of the issue of financing and interrelationships among institutions in the cultural sector.
In As cultural governance and governance itself is a relatively new concept the outcomes of its development are yet to be seen. Its position as an interdisciplinary concept on the border of macro and micro (as well as meso) analysis promises interesting developments in the future, while its evolution will of ÀGORA course mainly depend on whether it will be able to adequately respond to the challenges ahead.
Decentralisation and Interterritorial Cooperation (and Competition)
The general trends towards cultural governance depicted in the previous section are nowadays also influenced by shifts in geographical centralities and relations between regions and territories, which ultimately have an impact on policy and management processes.
A number of trends can be observed in this context, including (1) decentralisation, which Zan et al. (2007) have analysed with particular regard to heritage policies in Italy; (2) the increasing centrality of regions as spaces combining a political, economic, social and cultural dimension (Föhl, 2009);  and (3) inter-territoriality, which involves cooperation among territorial authorities across national borders or within single states, as evidenced by the case of Euroregions (Perrin, 2010) .
This increasingly complex map of stakeholders and governance spaces presents different degrees of formalisation and strength, with some (e.g., regions in largely decentralised or federal states) presenting a more solid nature than others (e.g., Euroregions, which, Perrin argues, still remain 'arenas' for negotiation, the effectiveness of which often depends on the political will of their constituent parts).
At the same time, new negotiation processes emerge in this context as regards the distribution of power among different tiers of government. In some cases, this may lead to the assumption of different but complementary roles, as in the 'balanced division of cultural labour' in France between large cities, which are mainly responsible for creative and innovative policies, and regions, which are responsible for policies concerning identity and heritage (Perrin, 2010, quoting Guy Saez) . Likewise, in the Uk (and particularly England) Stevenson et al. (2010) identify an increasing consensus among different tiers of government, which have adopted a policy discourse recognising the convergence of economic, social and cultural policies, the latter being expected to contribute to a wide range of public policy objectives. Yet as in the The notion of 'desétatisation', involving a combination of increased managerial authority, outsourcing and decentralisation, emerges as one element which could reconcile the extreme views existing around discussions on the decentralisation of heritage policies: "Désetatisation can offer a solution -a multi-dimensional response in itself even -which still preserves the fundamentals of cultural heritage as 'public goods', without condemning superintendents and curators to be victims of the extreme rigours of public law in activities run as public entities. There has to be an acceptable compromise solution through relaxing a substantial number of the constraints imposed upon public bodies while still upholding the 'public good' ethos in cultural heritage…" (Zan et al., 2007: 66) . The authors also stress, however, that specific national factors, such as recent political trends and the nature of cultural assets, may influence decisions, thus suggesting the need to design models adapted to each context. 
Cultural Governance in Cities: Key Issues
The changes in the territorial distribution of power and its implications for cultural governance depicted above have also been felt at the city level.
Among the factors which help to explain this are (1) the impact of globalisation ("Today's cities are the spaces where globalisation becomes clearly and immediately obvious. Creative processes take place in local communities. New shared imaginaries are originated in local communities", Pascual, 2008: 15);  (2) the need to develop economic and sustainable development strategies adapted to local circumstances (Sacco et al., 2009; Fleming et al., 2011);  (3) the centrality of cities as spaces for the exercise of rights and democracy ÀGORA (Pascual, 2008) ; and (4) the ability of local authorities to react more rapidly to emerging needs (Saukkonen and Pyykkönen, 2008) . As in the case of decentralisation processes observed in the previous section, tensions between national and local governments often arise, since the latter are seldom acknowledged as important agents in national governance, consulted in national legislation which affects them or provided with the necessary resources to implement it (Pascual, 2008) .
As in other tiers of government, the increasing complexity of cultural governance in cities is partly the result of the observation of new areas of confluence between cultural activities, resources and policies, on the one hand, and other policy objectives, on the other. This is best exemplified by the integration of cultural aspects in the contemporary definitions of human and sustainable development, wherein, however, a variety of approaches is apparent. In some instances, the case for culture being understood as a specific, interconnected pillar of sustainable development alongside the economic, social and environmental dimensions is put forward: Pascual, quoting Jon Hawkes, suggests that the old triangle of sustainable development be superseded by a new square of sustainable development, including a cultural pillar and with governance as a space for negotiation and complementarity. This is grounded on the increasing importance of the so-called 'intrinsic values of culture' (see also Holden, 2004 and 2006) and provides reinforced legitimacy for cultural policies: "More than ever, contemporary phenomena require a personal analysis that can only be provided by access to, and practice with, cultural activities. […] Cultural policies create the opportunities that no other public sphere provides. Cultural policies are built on the so-called intrinsic values of culture, which include concepts such as memory, creativity, critical knowledge, rituality, excellence, beauty, diversity" (Pascual, 2008: 12) .
In other cases, the importance of culture and its legitimacy as an area of public policy is mainly sustained on the basis of its social and, particularly, economic externalities, as in the complex analysis of cultural districts presented by Sacco et al. (2009) . In the transition from industry-based to postindustrial economies, cultural elements play a strategic role in territorial competition and in increasing the value of goods. A major aspect which distinguishes a traditional industry-based approach from a culture-based approach to eco- Among the other areas of confluence which serve to stress the increasing centrality of culture for local policy objectives is cultural diversity. As Saukkonen and Pyykkönen (2008) observe in the case of Finland, cities experience increasing diversity first-hand and are better suited to conceive policies adapted to it; this is not solely the precinct of cultural policy, but increasingly an area which informs other policy fields.
Literature addressing local cultural governance often combines an analytical and an 'applied' approach, the latter leading to the description or suggestion of potential policy instruments. Given the confluence of policy objectives outlined above, it should come as no surprise that the need for 'joined-up' policymaking and transversal policy bodies is frequently pointed out. Saukkonen and Pyykkönen identify three main kinds of administrative and organisational arrangements which operate as points of contact between cultural policy and diversity within Helsinki's public policies: the integration of ethnic diversity in the standard work of cultural institutions (as previously done with diversity of age, gender, disability, etc.); the integration of the arts and culture as elements or resources in other public services provided to newcomers (e.g., education, healthcare, social policy); and the setting-up of specialised institutions for artistic multiculturalism. The latter, exemplified by the International Cultural Centre Caisa, which they examine in detail, provides some interesting reflections on the difficulties faced by different public services to adopt a common discourse, as well as its ability to influence and inform the operations of other public services without a major diversity focus.
An integral approach to the integration of culture in local strategies for sustainable development is presented by the United Cities and Local Government's Agenda 21 for Culture, which provides local authorities with an opportunity to create a long-term vision of culture as a basic pillar of development (Pascual, 2008) . On the other hand, the Tallinn Manifesto provides ÀGORA public authorities, including in particular local governments, with a framework of areas for action (creative talent, creative business, creative infrastructure, creative cities and regions, creative leadership) on the basis of which to strengthen the creative economy, in a broader framework of sustainable and inclusive development (Fleming et al., 2011) .
The need for the involvement of a wide range of actors has been noted by several authors. Sacco et al. stress how for development processes to be successful and sustainable, "[a] variety of agents -the local government, civil society, universities, the educational system, the private sector, and culture producers -must be involved in the developmental process " (2009: 48) . A culture council is suggested as one of the instruments to ensure the effective implementation of the Agenda 21 for Culture (Pascual, 2008) . Fleming et al. also suggest the setting up of a 'Creative Commission' at local and regional level, as "the major public private partnership for sector development and the core means of ensuring agendas from education to regeneration, economy to arts, are joined up. This should also promote more socially-driven, inclusive and 'bottom-up' approaches to creative development…" (2011: 11).
At an operational level, changes should also take place within local cultural infrastructure, which should increasingly enable creative businesses to collaborate with one another, with the rest of the economy and with less commercial arts initiatives, and which "genuinely brokers and enables the flows between the arts ecology and Creative Economy" (Fleming et al., 2011: 8) .
Overall, this collection of literature resources confirms the incipient, but intense, attention being paid to the concepts, arguments and implications of cultural governance, and how the place of culture in contemporary society and as an area of public policy and management is being reconsidered. Interested readers are invited to further explore these issues by consulting the resources listed at the end of this article.
